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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIVIL 

DIVISION 



DAVID MEAD 
8204 Moorland Lane 
Bethesda, Maryland, 20817 

Jenise McRae, 

1814 North Capitol Street, N.W., #3 

Washington, D.C 20001 



Plaintiffs , 



vs. 



Sue Ann Mahaffey 
Stein, Sperling and Bennett 
25 West Middle Lane 
Rockville, Maryland, 20850 

Shahram Roudi 

First Nationwide Management 

and Leasing, Inc. 

5125 Mac Artfmr Boulevard, # Suite 41 

Washington, D.C 20016 

CnaoW.Chen 

258 B. Market Street East 

Gaifchersburg, Maryland 20878 

Weichert Realtors, Inc. 

225 Littleton Road, 

Morris Plains, New Jersey, 07950. 

Kathleen Sheeran, Agent 
Weichert Realtors 
6610 Rockledge Drive, Suite 100 
Bethesda, Maryland 20814 

Michael J. Jagoda/Parcorp Services Ltd 
Principal, Royal Investment Group LLC 
13799 Park Boulevard N. # 258 
Seminole, Florida, 33776 
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(EMG) 
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Royal Investment Group LLC 
5301 GoldsboTO Road 
Bethesda,Mci, 20817 



Royal Investment Group LLC 
a/k/a Foreclosure Real Estate 
13799 Park Boulevard N. # 258 
Seminole, Florida, 33776 

Timothy Crowley, Principal 
Remax Realtors 

6 Montgomery Village Avenue #200 
Gaithersburg, Maryland 20879, 

Kathleen Tiong, Agent 

Remax Realtors 

6 Montgomery Village Avenue, # 200 

Gaithersburg, Maryland 20879 

Yona Mead 

5176 Linnean Terrace, KW. 

Washington, D.C 20008 

Parcorp Services, Ltd 

931 West 75* Street #137-317 

Naperville, Illinois 60565 

Defendants 
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FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR 

CONSPIRACY, FRAUD, INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL 

DISTRESS, VIOLATIONS OF 42 U.S.C SECTION 1985, BREACH OF DISTRICT 

OF COLUMBIA HUMAN RIGHTS ACT, DECLARATORY RELIEF, 

NULLIFICATION OF CONTRACT OF SALE OF PROPERTY 

AT S204 MOORLAND LANE, BETHESDA, MARYLAND. 



Plaintiffs, David Mead and Jenise McRae for their Complaint against 
defendants Sue Ann Mahaffey, Shahram Eoudt Chao Chen, Kathleen Sheerarty 
W^khect Realtors, Michael Jagpda, Parcorp Servicer Ltd, JMasser ghahparast, Royal 
Investment Group LLC, Kathy Tiong, Timothy Crowley, Remax Realtors, Yona Mead, 
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and their successors (collectively the "Def endants"), alleges as follows: 

L JURISDICTION 
1 . This Court has jurisdiction of the subject matter of this civil action 
pursuant to 42 UJSLC Section 1985, 28 tlS.C 2201 and 2202, 11 ILS.C 46, 1990 
Congressional Statute " Supplemental Jurisdiction' 7 and the federal question in that 
the matter in controversy exceeds the sum of $50,000 

IL THE PARTIES 

3. Plaintiff David Mead is a resident of Maryland and conducts business in 
the District of Columbia. 

3a. Plaintiff Jenise McRae is a resident of the District of Columbia and a 
victim of several 42 ILS.C violations expressly detailed in the original complaint. 

4 . Defendant Sue Arm Mahaff ey has offices at 25 West Mddle Lane, 
Rodcvilie, Maryland and has a license to practice law in the District of Columbia. 

5. Defendant Shahram Roudx is licensed to practice real estate in the 
District of Columbia under the name First Nationwide Management and Leasing/ Inc., 
and has offices at 5125 Macarthur Boulevard, # Suite 41, Washington, D.C, 20016- 

6, UpOti infomiation and belief, Chow Chen has a residence in Maryland 
and conducts business at 258 B. Market Street, East, Gaithersburg, Maryland 20878 

7, Wesehert Realtors has its Corporate offices at 225 Littleton Road, Morris 
Plains, New Jersey, 07950 and is licensed to conduct real estate brokerage business in 
Maryland and the District of Columbia. 

8, Upon information and belief, Kathleen Sheeran, is a resident of 
Maryland and conducts real estate business from the local Weichert Realtors office at 
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6610 Rockledge Drive, Suite 100, Bethesda, Maryland 20814 

9* Upon information and belief, Michael Jagoda /Parcorp Services, LTD 
are principals of Royal Investment Group LLC, a Maryland corporation with 
purported principal of fices at 13799 Park Boulevard N. # 258 Seminole, Florida, 33776. 

9a. Upon information and belief, Parcorp Services, Ltd., formerly registered 
at 13799 Park Boulevard NL, #258, Seminole, Florida 33776, is currently located at 931 
West 75* Street #137^317, Naperville, Illinois 60565 

10* Upon information and belief, Nasser Shahparast has a residence at 5301 
Goldsboro Road, Bethesda, Md., 20817 and is the registered agent for Royal 
Investment Group LLC, a/k/a Foreclosure Real Estate Service, LLC, a Maryland 
corporation registered to do business with the State of Maryland. 

11 . Upon information and belief, Timothy Crowley is a resident of 
Maryland and is the Principal Broker of Remax Realtors at 6 Montgomery Village 
Avenue #200, Gaiihersburg, Maryland 20879. 

12. Upon information and belief, Kathleen Tiong is a resident of Maryland 
and conducts real estate business as an Agent for Remax Realtors at 6 Montgomery 
Village Avenue #200, Gaitesburg> Maryland 20879. 

13. Defendant Yona Mead, upon information and belief, resides at 5176 
linaean Terrace, N.W., Washington, UC 20008, 

IH. FACTUAL PREDICATE 

All factual allegations set forth in this Complaint are hereby incorporated by reference 
into each Count below. Plaintiff hereby alleges the facts as follows: 
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14. On October 6, 2000, defendant Yona Mead filed a Complaint for 
Absolute Divorce in the Montgomery County, Md. Circuit Court (FL 13261) seeking 

(1) divorce, (2) custody of minor child Rebecca Mead and (3) possession of the family 
home located at 8204 Moorland Lane, Bethesda, Maryland. 

15. In February, 2001, defendant Shahram Roudi contacted plaintiff 
representing himself as a licensed real estate appraiser and agent for defendant Mead. 
At the time, plaintiff was co-owner and managing agent for four joinuy-held marital 
properties in Washington D.C. (see below). 

16. On April 17, 2001, pursuant to the Circuit Court Order (FL 13261), 
defendant Mead was ordered to (1) vacate the family home. Plaintiff was ordered to 

(2) take custody of minor child Rebecca Mead and (3) take use and possession of the 
family home at 8204 Moorland Lane, Bethesda, Md. through April 30, 2004. 

17. On March 4, 2002, defendant Mead filed a Bankruptcy Petition in the 
TJ.5, Bankruptcy Court in Greenbelt, Maryland. 

18. On March 7, 2002, pursuant to the Circuit Court Order, defendant 
Mahaffey was ordered immediately sell the four jointly-held properties located in the 
District of Columbia as follows: 

a. 223 Rittenhouse St., N.W., Washington, D.C 

b. 1643 New Jersey Ave., N.W., Washington, DC. 

c. 1812 North Capitol St, N.W., Washington, D.C 

d. 50Q4 Brooks street, RW V Washington, DC. 

19. In addition to the above D.C properties, Mahaffey was ordered to sell 
tiie famliy home at 8204 Moorland Lane, Bethesda, Md, after April 30, 2004 when 
plaintiffs' use and possession order ended. 

20. On April 19, 2002, the Promenade Nursing Home requested a Show 
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Cause hearing in the Supreme Court of New York, Queens County to: (1) remove 

defendant Mead as Power of Attorney for grand aunt, Lent Benjamin; (2) to appoint a 

legal Guardian for Meads' grand aunt, Leni Benjamin, and (3) to pursue recovery of 

$300,000 in assets wrongfully withdrawn from Leni Benjamins' bank accounts by 

defendant Mead (See Application for Guardian marked as Exhibit "A). 

21. Cta April 29, 2002 at the Show Cause hearing in the Supreme Court of 
the State of New York, the Court Ordered: (1) that Barbara Berkowitz to be the 
appointed Guardian over Leni Benjamin, (2) that Guardian Berkowitz immediately 
pursue recovery of the $300,000 wrongfully withdrawn from Leni Benjamin's' bank 
accounts by defendant Mead (see Supreme Court Order Marked as Exhibit " A-l). 

22. In May 2002, plaintiff objected to Mahaff ey employing defendant Roudi 
in the sale of the D.C properties based on; (1) the false representations that Roudi 
made to plaintiff and others in the Circuit Court case; (2) his agency relationship with 
defendant Mead, and (3) his weakness as an individual agent compared to more 
reputable and established real estate firms in the marketplace, 

23. Ob about June, 2004, def endant Mahaffey ignored plaintiffs' objections 
and executed the first of several "Exclusive Listing Agent" Agreements with Shahram 
Roudi, this first time to sell ^property located at 223 Rittenhouse Street 

24. On July 16, 2002, pursuant to the Supreme Court of New York Order 

dated April 19, 2002, Guardian Barbara Berkowitz filed a Proof of Claim in the U.S. 

Bankruptcy Court to recover the $300,000 in assets wrongfully withdrawn from Leni 

Benjamins' accounts by defendant Mead (See Guardian Berkowitz cover letter, U,S. 

US. Bankruptcy Court $300,000 Proof of Claim; and a Cashier Check for $122,301.55 

representing one of the withdrawals by Mead marked as Exhibits "B, B-l and B-2"). 
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25. On July 19, 2002, plaintiff submitted an offer to Mahaff ey to re-purchase 

the jointly-held property at 1643 New Jersey Avenue, The offer was accepted. 

26. In August 29, 2002, defendant Mead filed a Motion in the Circuit Court 
case attempting to prevent the sale of the New Jersey Avenue property to plaintiff. 

27. On August 30, 2002, Mahaffey signed a second ''Exclusive Agency 
Agreement" with defendant Roudi to sell the jointly-held property at 1812 North 
Capitol Street with a list price of $695,000. 

28. On September 4, 2002, defendants' Roudi and Chao Chen forwarded a 

contract offer to Mahaffey to purchase the 1812 North Capitol Street property for 

$550,000 - $145,000 Jess than the $695,000 list pricejn the Exclusive Agency 

Agreement The Chen contract specified "4 separate Addenda labeled as #1, 2, 3 and 

4" on the hce of the contract ( See Chen Contract, page 4 marked as Exhibit "C") and 

had the following provisions: 

a. a fully refundable deposit of $10,000 to Chen; 

& a 30-day financing contingency to Chen; 

c. inspection contingency performed within 7 days of the ratification date; 

d. the contract to be "null and void" if not accepted within 3 days of offer; 

e. specifically "as is" condition, 

29. On September 9, 2002, plaintiff submitted a purchase offer to Mahaffey 
for up to 700,0(30 - $150,000 greater than the offer from Roudi and <^ea Plaintiff s' 
contract consisted of Z separate Addenda: 

a. an Escalation Clause up to $700,000; 

b. a specie f inaneing proposal No financing contingencies included. 

30. Sometime after September 9, 2002 and before September 17, 2002, 
Mahaffey ilfeg£*ly disclosed to Rondi and Chen confidential information contained in 
plaintiffs' contract, specifically the "Escalation Clause up to $700,000"* 
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31. Sometime after September 9, 2002 and before September 19, 2002, 

]V$athaf£ ey, Roudi and Chen altered the original Chen contract that specified "4 
separate addenda labeled as #1, 2, 3 and 4 " by inserting another addenda: "Escalation 
Clause not to exceed $600,000", outside the terms of the original contract. 

32. Sometime after September 9, 2002 and before September 19, 2002, 
Mahaffey, Roudi and Chen altered the original Chen contract a second time, crossing 
out "not to exceed $600,000" and inserting "$700,000" to match and defeat plaintiffs 
contract offer (See "Escalation Clause marked as Exhibit "C-l")- 

33. From September 15, 2002 through April 2003, defendants' Roudi and 
Mead made a series of visits to the 1#!2 North Capitol St property at a time when the 
building was 100% occupied by twelve low-income, African-American families. 

34. CM September 19, 2002, defendants 7 Mahaffey Roudi and Chen executed 
the Chen contract for $700,000, twelve (12) days after the three (3) day contractual 
deadline upon which the contract was to be "null and void". 

35. On September 26, 2002, defendant Roudi met with Ms associate Serop 
Ne^sesian at the North Capitol St. property and produced a "Cursory Inspection 
Report" listing "$360400 in structural deficiencies", 

36. On October 1, 20$2, Roudi met again at the property with Richard 
McDowell of "Master Builder Inspection, inc. and produced a repair estimate of 
$35/000 for MshaSey, The estimate was over five times the cost of the closest of three 
independent estimates of repair at the property (See Affidavit of Demse McRae dated 
August 21, 2003 marked as Exhibit "D") as follows: 

a. Master Builder Inspection, Inc. $35,000, 

b. DFC Management, inc $6,800 

c. Warren Improvements $3,900 
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d. Bey's Improvements $2,800 

37. On October 15, 2002, Mahaff ey reduced the price of the "as is" Chen 
contract from $700,000 to $588,000 based on Nersesians "Cursory Inspection Report" 
(See letter from Chen to Roudi dated October 14, 2002 Marked as Exhibit "C-2" and 
Affidavit of Denise McRae dated August 21, 2003, # 7. Marked as Exhibit "V"). 

38. On October 24, 2002, defendants' submitted the Chen contract to the 
Montgomery County Circuit Court for approval with the contract price of $700,000 
ten days after Mahaffey reduced the price of the contract by $112,000 to $588,000. 

39. On November 3, 2002, the tenants at 1812 North Capitol Street received 
their "Eight of first Refusal" notice from Mahaffey, thirty-five (35) days after the ten 
day notice requirement under District of Columbia law. 

40. On about November 5, 2002, Mahaffey signed the third "Exclusive 
Listing Agreement" with Roudi to sell the jomtly-held property at 5004 Brooks Street 

41. On about November 15, 2002,Shahram Roudi appeared at the 5004 
Brooks Street home which was occupied by Affiant Nattonnia Ross, an African- 
American woman and mother of four chfidreri. Ms. Ross had an existing lease that 
rah through May 31, 2003. 

42. Onor about November 23, 2002, Shahram Roudi appeared at the Brooks 
St. property without notice and asked if he could enter the home to "check things 
but" . When Nattonnia Ross refused, defendant Roudi became angry and had a heated 
conversation with her. 

43. On December 15, 2002, Affiant Denise McRae and the African-American 

tenants at 1812 North Capitol St timely notified Mahaffey that they had duly 

organized as " Affordable Housing Choices, LLC" to purchase their building. 

9 
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44. Beginning on the last week of December 2002, defendant Roudi made a 

series of seven additional appearances without notice to the 5004 Brooks Street 
property. On one occasion, Roudi was accompanied by a white female. Roudi 
informed Nattonnia Ross that the woman was the "new owner" with plans to do 
major renovations while the family lived in the home* 

45. A few days later, Roudi appeared again with the "new owner" and 
informed Ms. Ross that her family would have to move out during the renovations, 

46- On about January 6, 2003, Shahram Roudi arrived at the home with a 
white mate but was not allowed into fee home by Affiant Ross. This time, Roudi 
repeatedly pounded on the front door and forcibly tried to enter her home through 
the side and back doors. 

47. On about January 12, 2003, defendant Roudi appeared again with a 
white male. Ms. Ross' sister, Georgia Ross, was upstairs at the time taking a bath. 
Roudi persuaded the children who answered the door to let him in. Roudi and the 
other man walked unescorted throughout fee home, including the upstairs bathroom 
where Ms. Ms, Georgia Ross was bathing. Defendant Roudi advised Ms. Ross that: (1) 
title home wa$ sold; (2) feat the fenily ik> longer belonged there and (3) fee family had 
to immediately move because Roudi was going to cut fee utilities oj£ 

48. On about January 12 and 13, 2002, Nattonnia Ross md her mother made 
several calls to Mahaff ey regarding fee January 12 incident. Defendant Mahaff ey did 
not return any of fee phone calls. 

49. On about January, 20, 2003, fearing for fee safety her famiy, Nattonnia 

Ross called defendant Roudi m4 agreed to move out, except feat she couldn't afford 

the cost. Roudi advised Ms. Ross to contact defendant Mahaffey to "get some 

10 



Case 1 :05-cv-0231 6-EGS Document 1 9-3 Filed 01/27/2006 Page 1 1 of 34 
money". 3Vb. Ross and her mother made several calls to Mahaffey over the next few 

days. Again, Mahaffey did not return any of fhe phone calls. 

50. On January 25, 2003, Ms. Ross and her family vacated their home tinder 
duress, four months prior to her lease expiration. The home remained vacant and 
boarded up until defendants 7 Mahaffey and Roudx sold it 14 months later on March 
15/ 2004, (See Nattonnia Ross Affidavit dated June 11, 2003 in support of paragraphs 
41to 50 Marked as Exhibit "E"). 

51. On February 5, 2003, a Petition for Failure to Pay Child Support was 
filed against defendant Mead regarding the Circuit Court Order dated March 7, ^K)2, 

5Z On April 2, 2003 defendant Mead appeared at the 1812 North Capitol 
Street property without notice, knocking on all the tenant doors and amouncing that 
she was representing the "new owners" and that the tenant organization, Affordable 
Housing Choices, LLC, was "illegal"* 

53. On April 14, 2003, four months after Affordable Housing Choices LLC 
notified Mahaffey that they had organized to purchase their building, Mahaffey 
forwarded a copy of the Chow Chen contract to the tenants. 

54. On April 29, 2003, within the fifteen (15) day time fram^ allowed, 
Affordable Housing Choices, LLC sent a contract offer to Mahaffey that matched 
Chen's $700,000 contract that was later altered to $588,000. 

55. On September 5, 2003, fiye months after Mahaffey received the matching 

offer from Aff otdable Housing Chokes LLC/ Mahaffey executed the contract with 

Affordable Housing Choices, LLC, but demanded that the contract price be $593,000, 

$5,000 greater than the Chen contract (See Affidavit of Penise McRae dat^d August 

21, 2003 in support of paragraphs 52 to 55 Marked as Exhibit "D"). 

11 



Case 1 :05-cv-02316-EGS Document 19-3 Filed 01/27/2006 Page 12 of 34 

56. On November 13, 2003, eleven months after Affordable Housing Choices 

notified Mahaffey of their intention to purchase their building, Mahaff ey authorized 
work to renovate three units (25% of total) that were left vacant for almost a year. 

57. On April 27, 2004, a Second Petition was filed in Montgomery County 
Circuit Court for defendant Meads 7 Failure to Pay Child Support of Minor Child. 

58. On May 4, 2004, Affordable Housing Choices assigned their contract 
rights to plaintiff after encountering insurmountable obstacles in obtaining purchase 
financing because of the 25% vacancy sustained by Mahaffey from the previous year. 

59. On May 1, 2004, Mahaffey notified plaintiff that she was going to sell 
the family home at 8204 Moorland Lane, Bethesda, McL pursuant to the March 17, 
2002 Circuit Court Order. 

60. On about May 10, 2004, defendant Kathleen Sheeran of Weichert 
Realtors toured the home with defendant Sheerans' appraiser, Spirit Realty, Inc. 
While touring the second floor, Sheeran refused to enter an 800 sq. ft "studio" (25% of 
t<?tal space) portion of the home because of an expressed severe phobia of a pet ferret 

61. On about May 17, 2004, Spirit Realty issued its report on the 8204 
Moorland Lane home listing the appraised value of $683,000. 

62. On May 28, 2004/ the settlement occurred on the assigned 1812 North 
Capitol St contract At the settlement offices of Paragon Title, defendant Mahaffey 
informed the plaintiff that she had "sat on the bench with Montgomery County 
Circuit Court Judge Ryan" for several years. 

63. On May 30, 2004, def endant's Sheeran and Weichert conducted ari 

"open house" at the 8204 Moorland Lane home, Sheeran represented to the potential 

buyers that the "studio" in the home was an "accessory apartment". Sheeran had 
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never entered or seen the studio* In the absence of Sheeran showing the studio, 

plaintiff escorted the potential buyers through the studio during the open house. 

64, On June 9, 2004, Mahaffey filed a Motion in the Circuit Court seeking to 
remove plaintiff and his minor child from their home. The Motion was based on false 
statements by Sheeran that plaintiff and minor daughter "interf ered" in the open 
house; that the home was in "deplorable" condition, and that "animals were running 
all over the house" (See Affidavit from Dr. Jasmine Salloum belying Sheerans' 
misrepresentations Marked as Exhibit "F"). 

65. On June 22, 2004, plaintiff informed Mahaffey that Leslie Raddiffe of 
Weicfrert who was present at the open house thanked plaintiff for his assistance at the 
open house* Plaintiff also provided Mahaffey with the names of five additional real 
estate agents as evidence to support plaintiffs' cooperation during the open house and 
to belie Sheerans' untruthfulness. Mahaffey ignored all of plaintiffs' references- 

66* Paring J^e, 2004, Wett One 

was from defendant Shahram Roudi for $500,000 — $183,000 less than the appraised 
Value. Ite others ind^^ 

$683,000 appraised value* 

67. At about the same time/ Plaintiff submitted an offer to Mahaffey. 
Plaintiffs offer matched the highest $787,000 offer (See Mead contract dated July 20, 
2004 marked as Exhibit "G"). 

68. On about the end of June 2004, the first $787,000 offer was withdrawn 
before it was accepted, 

69. On about July 15, 2004, plaintiff pressed Mahaffey to accept his highest 
$787,000 offer, Mahaffey refused, citing standard industry conditions in plaintiffs 

13 
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70. On July 23, 2004, the Circuit Court heard the Mahaffey/Sheeran Motion. 
Sheeran asserted at the hearing that the home would sell for a substantially higher 
price if plaintiff and minor daughter vacated the home. Judge Ryan stated he would 
rule based on Mahaffeys / recommendation, Mahaffey recommended that the plaintiff 
and minor chid vacate the home. Judge Ryan ordered plaintiff and child to vacate by 
August 6, 2004- However, Judge Ryan also directed that the plaintiff should be 
allowed to fairly compete for the purchase of his home. He then asked Mahaffey to 
draft the Order for him to sign ijt accordance with the hearing- 

ZL Defendant Mahaffey drafted the order, however, she inserted in the 
order that she not be required to accept plaintiffs' bid on his home, contrary to the 
Judges' comments at the hearing, Apparently, Judge Ryan did not read the wrongful 
insertion and signed the Order on August 5, 2004. 

72, On August 6, 2004, plaintiff complied with Judge Ryans 7 order and 
vacated the home on August 6, 2004. 

7% From August 6, through September 2004, Sheeran and Mahaffey 
i esumed marketing th<§ home with additional "open houses'". Throughout this time, 
the real estate market was experiencing extraordinary growth in home sale prices. 

74. On August 10, 2004, plaintiff contracted with Mr. Dale Riehenbach, Neil 
Bsylin md Ms, Vanda Greenwood of Weichert Realtors to represent him as the buyer 
in securing the re-pturchase of M$ home* 

75, On about August 20, 2004, defendant Sheeran notified Riehenbach and 
Greenwoood that Mahaffey imposed a deadline of August 27, 2004 for plaintiff to 
submit an offer on the home. 

14 
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Greenwood, that defendants had the plaintiff and daughter thrown out of his house. 

77. On August 26, 2004, Weichert Realtors provided plaintiff with a loan 
commitment of up to $850,000. 

78. On August 27, 2004, Plaintiff submitted an offer to Mahaffey for $761,000 
which included an Escalation Clause of up to $850,000. 

79. On September 9, 2004, plaintiff submitted a Financial Information Sheet 
through Dale Richenbach at Weichert at the request of Mahaffey. 

80. On about September 15, 2004, defendant Nasser Shahparast, registered 
agent of "Foreclosure Real Estate Services LLC", changed its registered name with the 
State of Maryland to "Royal Investment Group LLC". 

81. On about September 15, 2004, defendant Mahaffey contacted Neil Baylin 
of Weichert Realtors to inquire about plaintiffs' financial commitment from Weichert. 

82. On September 17, 2004, Neil Baylin informed plaintiff of his September 
15, 2004 conversation with Mahaffey and that Mahaffey sounded very disappointed in 
learning that Weichert had provided a financial commitment to purchase the home. 

83. On September 21, 2004, plaintiff contacted Mahaffey for an update on 
his purchase offer, advising mat his Commitment Letter from Weichert dated August 
26, 2004 was in danger of e?q?iring. Mahaffey denied that she set a deadline for 
accepting offers and stated that the home was stall being marketed with several 
interested parties, 

84. On September 28, 2004 at 3:00 p.m, Weichert informed plaintiff that 
Mahaffey would accept his offer but only if the offer included a cashier's check for 
$55,000 by 5:00 pm the same day. The demand was based on information provided 
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Mead in her U,5. Bankruptcy Court case. 

85. On September 28, 2004 plaintiff asked Mahaffey through Weichert for a 
more reasonable time than two hours to come up with a $55,000 deposit. As a good 
faith gesture, plaintiff increased his purchase offer from $761,000 to $787,000. 

86. OnSeptember 29, 2004, Mahaffey declined plaintiffs $787,000 offer, 
giving plaintiff one more business day to provide the $55,000 cashier's check. 
Mahaffey did this with the full knowledge provided from defendant Mead that it was 
impossible for plaintiff to comply with the demand within the time frame specified. 

87. On September 30, 2004, Mahaffey signed the $745,000 contract with 
defendant "Royal Investment Group, LLC'/Parcorp Services Ltd 

88. On about September 30, 2004 Mahaffey and defendant Mead filed a 
Motion in the U. S. Bankruptcy Court seeking approval to sell plaintiff's home to 
defendant "Royal Investment Group. LLC". 

89. Some time after September 30, 2004, the "Royal Investment Group, LLC" 
contract was altered by Mahaffey, Sheeran, Weichert, "Royal Investment Group, LLC" 
Remax artd Tioiig, by inserting defendant Jiangs' name above the "Royal Investment 
Group LLC name. 

90. On about October 5, 2004, defendant Sheeran informed Weichert agent 
Vanda Greenwood, that defendants teew all along that the plaintiff couldn't come up 
with the $55,000 Cashier's Check within the time required, 

91* On October 15, 2004, plaintiff and minor daughter noticed an intruder at 
the family home while picking up mail. Plaintiff knocked on the door but no one 
answered, when he called out that he would call the police, defendant Tiong appeared 
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at the aoor.TiainfiH asked Tiongto identity herself ana why sne was msiae the nome. 

Tiong refused to give her name, but stated that she was the Remax agent for 

"Foreclosure Real Estate Services'" and that Sheeran gave her access to the home. 

92. On October, 15, 2004, the U.S. Bankruptcy Court heard the Mahaffey 
/Mead Motion. Defendants 7 presented evidence in support of the $745,000 offer to 
Royal Investment Group. Plaintiff presented evidence of his $787,000 off er. After 
hearing both sides, Judge Paul Mannis unequivocally opined that the highest legal 
offer should prevail- He concluded tine hearing by Denying the Motion to sell the 
home to "Royal Investment Group, LLC", subject to defendant Mahaffey filing an 
Adversary Proceeding to hear all the evidence before ruling on the issue (see US. 
Bankruptcy Court Order dated November 9, 2004 Marked as Exhibit "H"). 

93. From October 15, 2004 through June 22, 2005, Mahaffey refused to file 
the Adversary Proceeding in accordance with the November 9, 2004 Court Order. 

94. On about November 1,2004, Mahaffey mformedplamtifl that defendant 
Tiong was no longer going to be the agent representing "Royal Investment Group 
LLC" but rather she was the "new owner" of his home. 

95. Upon mformatiori and belief, defendant Tiong continued to have access 
to the home through March, 2005. During this time, major larceny occurred in the 
home, fe March 2005, Mahaffey reported Hie theft to Montgomery County Police. 
The police informed plaintiff that there was no evidence of a break-in in the home. 
Upon infomataon and belief, defendants' Mahaffey, Sheeran and Tiong were the only 
people with secured access to the home during this time. 

96. On December 6, 2004, the Circuit Court heard a Motion brought by 
plaintiff to contest the sale of the home to "Royal Investment Group, LLC"/ Tiong. 
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support of their positions, 

97. On December 6, 2004 in the lobby after the hearing, Mahaffey declared 
to plaintiff and attorney Glen Cooper that "I don't care who purchases the home and 
I have no intention of submitting a memorandum to support the sale" (to Royal 
Investment Group LLC). During the conversation, Judge Ryan was jokingly referred 
to as "Jmxmy'\ 

98. On about December 13, 2004, Mahaffey submitted a memorandum to 
support the sale to defendants' "Royal Investment Gronp'VTIong 11 contrary to her 
declarations in the December 6, 2004 courthouse lobby. 

99. In January 6, 2005, Judge Ryan approved the sale to defendants "Royal 
Investment Group LLC"/ Tiong at the lower $745,000 purchase price, consistent with 
the Judges' July 23, 2004 declaration that he would rule based on whatever Mahaffey 
recommended, 

100. On about May 5, 2005, plaintiff learned from the State of Maryland that 
defendants 7 Michael Jagoda Nasser Shahparast had falsely registered the business 
"Royal Investment Group, LLC by providing false infonnation regarding the 
principal and agents' name and address as registered with the State 

J01. On about May 5, 2905, plaintiff learned from the Florida Department of 
State that neither defendants 7 Michael Jagoda nor Parcorp Services Ltd were duly 
organized or registered as a business organisation as required under Florida Law, nor 
was the address 13799 Park Boulevard N. # 258 Seminole, Florida provided to the 
State of Maryland a valid address for the defendants Michael Jagoda/Parcorp 
Services, Ltd. 
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Bahlsruptcy Court consistent with the U.S. Bankruptcy Court Order dated November 
9, 2004 to determine which o£ the two purchase offers - either plaintiffs' $787,000 offer 
Or Royal Investment Groups' $745,000 offer. Plaintiff filed the proceeding after 
defendant Mahaff ey repeatedly refused to do so. 

103. On about June 22, 2005 defendants' Royal Investment Group, Nasser 
Shahparast and Michael Jagoda refused service of process in the Adversary 
IVoceeding at their addresses as registered with the State of Maryland. 

104. On about June 29, 2005 defendant Mead's casein the U.S. Bankruptcy 
Court was dismissed three years after it was filed (see U.S. Bankruptcy Court Order 
dated July 11, 2005 Marked as Exhibit "I"). 

105. On July 13, 2005 plaintiffs' underlying Adversary Proceeding was 
dismissed as moot because of defendant Meads' bankruptcy petition was dismissed 
(see U.S. Bankruptcy Court Order dated July 12, 2005 Marked as Exhibit "]")■ 

COUNT ONE 
Conspiracy to Commit Fraud and Fraud 

106. Plaintiff repeals and alleges each allegation contained in this complaint 
as if specifically set forth herein. 

107. Defendants Mah^ey,Roudi, Chen, Sheeran, Weichert Realtors, "Royal 

investment Group, LLC", Jagoda, Parcorp Services, Shahparast, Tiong, Crowley, 

Remax Realtors and Mead by their actions over a four year period of time 

intentionally and knowingry made false representations of material facts to the 

plaintiff (and to IXC low-income African-American families, the Montgomery County 

Circuit Court , the U.S. Federal Bankruptcy Court, the Florida Department of State, the 

Maryland State Department of Taxation and Assessments and others) with the 
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concerted intent to mislead and defraud plaintiff in fulfillment of their goals. 

108. Defendants' Mahaffey, Roudi, Chen, Sheeran, Weichert Realtors, Jagoda, 
Parcorp Services, Shahparast, Hong, Crowley, Remax Realtors and Mead engaged in a 
concerted pattern of activity in furtherance of their collective scheme which was 
intended to and ultimately did defraud and damage plaintiff and African-American 
families and caused the injuries alleged herein, 

109. Plaintiff relied upon the representations of Mahaffey, Roudi, Chen, 
Sheeran, Weichert Realtors, "Royal Investment Group, LLC", Jagoda, Parcorp 
Services, Shahparast, Tiong, Crowley, Remax Realtors and Mead and suffered the 
resulting damage herein. 

110. Defendant Roudi appeared in the Montgomery County Circuit Court 
case (FL13261) in February 2001 representing himself as a real estate appraiser and 
agent for defendant Mead. In fact, Roudi was not a real estate appraiser but rather a 
real estate sates agent Roudi continued his misrepresentations through 2001 while 
conspiring with defendant Mead with the goal of preventing the plaintiff from re- 
pwch&mxg his properties and, fey extension, destroying his livelihood, Roudi was 
motivated to sell plaintiffs' properties to third parties to obtain sales commissions 
which Mahaffey willingly facilitated to the substantial expense of the plaintiff. 

Ill * Beginning in May 2002, defendant Mahaffey joined the Mead/ Roudi 

isch^roe to defraud plaintiff from his business and livelihood* Sosm after Mahaffey 

took control over the sale of the four EKC properties, Mahaffey engaged in a three 

year pattern of activity enabling the scheme by awarding co-conspirator Roudi with 

the 0rst of three contracts to sell Rather thannse the 

industry standard Open Listing Agreement, Mahaffey enriched Roudi with Exclusive 
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Agency Agreements without cause or justification at the expense of plaintiff. 

112. Defendants 7 Mahaffey, Mead and Roudi continued there scheme by 
awarding the second "Exclusive Agency Agreement" to Roudi on August 30/ 2002 to 
sell the North Capitol Street property with a list price at $695,000. Four days later on 
September 4, 2002, defendant Chao Chen joined the conspiracy by submitting to 
Mahaffey what turned out to be a fraudulent contract offer of $550,000 -$145,000 less 
than the $695,000 list price. The Chen contract offer contained "4 specific contract 
Addenda labeled # 1, 2, 3 and 4". Five days later on September 9, 2002, plaintiff 
submitted a contact offer with an Escalation Clause of up to $700,000 - $150,000 
greater than the Chen offer. 

113. Defendants Chen, Roudi and Mahaffey then began a series of deceptive 

actions on the $550,000 Chen offer for the collective purpose of defeating plaintiffs' 

$700,000 offer as follows: (1) sometime before September 17, 2002, Mahaffey disclosed 

plaintiffs' confidential contract offer to Chen, specifically the "Escalation Clause up to 

$700,000"; (2) defendants then fraudulently altered the Chen contract by inserting a 

fifth Addenda outside the original contract "with four Addenda labeled #1, 2, 3and 

4"with an "Escalation Clause up to $600,000"; (3) defendants then altered the 

fraudWent contract again, crossing out "up to $600,000 " and inserting "up to 

$700,000" to match and ultimately defeat plaintiffs' offer ; (4) on October 14, 2002, 

Mahaffey again altered the Chen contract for a third time by reducing the price by 

$112,000, from $700,000 to $588,000 to approximate the original Chen offer of $550,000; 

(5) on October 24, 2002, defendants submitted the fraudulent Chen contract to 

Montgomery County Circuit Court for approval in the amount $700,000, deceptively 

withholding the $112,000 reduction to Chen to create the appearance to the Court that 
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it matched plaintiffs' $700,000 offer. This transparent fraud was in furtherance of their 

scheme to damage and defraud plaintiff, while at the same time unfairly enriching the 

defendants at the expense of the plaintiff. 

114, On about November 5, 2002, defendants' Mahaffey, Mead and Roudi 
continued their conspiracy by awarding a third "Exclusive Agency Agreement" to 
Roudi in the sale of the property at 5004 Brooks Street, NLE. B;C. The property was 
the home of Ms. Nattonnia Ross and her four children. Ms. Ross had a lease term that 
ran through May 31/ 2003. As an agent of Mahaffey and Mead, Roudi began a series 
of outrageous actions- In late November 2002, he appeared, as always, without notice 
and asked Ms. Ross if he could enter the home to "check things ouf\ When she 
refused/ he had a heated conversation with her, A few days later, he appeared with a 
white female that he identiBed as the "new owner". Roudi advised Ms* Ross that they 
planned major renovations while the Ross family lived in the home, A few days later 
they appeared again and he informed Ms, Ross that her family wo^Id instead have to 
move during the renovations. 

115, On January 6, 2003, when Rondi appeared, Ms. Ross would not allow 

him in, Roudi pounded on the front door and tried to forcibly enter through side and 

basement doors. On January 12, 2003, he appeared again with a white male. This 

time Ms. Georgia Ross was upstairs taking a bath, Roudi persuaded the young 

children who answered the door to let them in. The two men walked unescorted 

through the home, including tfcg upstairs bathroom while Ms. Ross was bathing. 

IMendant Roudi informed Ms. Ros3 that: (!) their home was sold; (2) the family no 

longer belonged there and had to move; (3) he intended to cut off the utilities. On 

January 13, 2003, Ms. Ross and her mother made several calls to Mahaffey regarding 
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the January 12 incident Mahaffey did not return the calls. On about January, 20, 

fearing for her families' safety, Ms. Ross talked to Roudi on the phone. Ms Ross 

agreed to move because of the outrageous circumstances but could not afford the 

move* Roudi advised Ms, Ross to contact Mahaffey to "get some money". Ms. Ross 

and her mother made several more phone calls to Mahaff ey, but Mahaffey, again, did 

not return the calls. On about January 25, 2002, the Ross family under extreme duress 

vacated their home. 

116. From January 25, 2003 to March 15, 2004, the home sat boarded-up and 
vacant On March 15, 2004, the defendants sold the home and took their fees. None 
of the "new owners" that Roudi marched through the home were new owners. 
Rather, it wag part of an insidious and outrageous plan to intimidate the family into 
leaving their home - four months before their lease expired - so they could sell the 
vacant home to a third party, Hie underlying motive was race and fee-based/ at the 
substantial cost and loss to the plaintiff, 

117. The conspirators' on-going fraud did not stop with the sale of the four 
jointly-owned District of Columbia properties. On May 1, 2004, defendant Mahaffey 
notified plaintiff of her intention to market his home for sale. On May 30, 2004, 
defendants' Sheeran and Weichert conducted an "open house" and received several 
purchase offers as a result, The highest offer was for $787/000, $1 04,000 higher than 
the appraised value. Again, as in the case of the 1812 North Capitol St property, 
plaintiff matched e^xd exceeded the highest offer, JSfotwxthstanding, Sheeran made 
false and malicious representations to Mahaffey about the "open house" as a basis for 
Mahaffey filing a .Motion in the Circuit Court to order plaintiff and his minor child 

from the home. The Motion was heard on July 23, 2004 by Judge James Ryan. 
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Sheeran asserted at the hearing that the home would sell for a substantially higher 

price if plaintiff and daughter were ordered to vacate. Based onSheerarts' reckless 

assertions, the Judge ordered plaintiff and daughter to vacate the home by August 6, 

2004, However, Judge Ryan directed that the plaintiff should be allowed to fairly 

compete for the purchase of his home. The judge then asked Mahaf fey to draft the 

Order for him to sign. Mahaffey wrote the order as requested, however, she 

deceptively inserted in the order that plaintiff be denied the right to purchase his 

home, contrary to Judge Ryan's' directive. Apparently, Judge Ryan did not read the 

wrongful insertion, and signed the order as written by Mahaffey. 

118. In early August 2004, defendants resumed the "open houses" and 
received several additional off ers. The highest offer was $760,000. Agate/ plaintiff 
submitted a higher offer at $761,000 including an Escalation Clause up to $850,000. 
Again, Mahaffey refused to accept plaintiffs' offer, obstructing with the ultimate goal 
of preventing plaintiff from purchasing his home. At the same time, Mahaffey was 
concurrently using the iUegitimate "Foreclosure Real Estate Services LLC" as a foil to 
plamtiffs' contract. During this time, "Foreclosure Real Estate Services" had 
misrepresented to the State of Maryland that its' principal offices in were in Florida 
ujider the name Michael Jagoda/Parcorp Services, Ltd. In fact, no such organization 
or persons were registered with the Florida Department of State. 

119. On about September 10, 2004, defendant Nasser Shahparast, the agent 
for "Foreclosure Real Estate Services, changed its name to "Royal Investment Group, 
LLC prior to Mahaffey ratifying the contract with "Royal mvestment Group LLC". 

120. On September 30, 2004, Mahaffey signed a $745,000 contract with "Royal 

Investment Group", $42,000 less than plaintiffs' $787,000 verbal offer to Mahaffey on 
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September 28, 2004. Sometime after September 30 and before October 15, 2004, 

Mahaffey, Sheeran, Weichert, Tiong, Remax flipped the "Royal Investment Group, 

LLC" contract to Kathy Tiong, who later represented that she was acting as the Agent 

for "Foreclosure Real Estate Services to conceal and disguise their activities. 

12L On about October 10, 2004, plaintiff and his daughter discovered 

defendant Tiong inside ihe family home. When confronted, defendant Tiong 

identified herself as the Remax Agent for the buyer, "Foreclosure Real Estate Services, 
LLC". On about October 15, 2004 , the "Royal Investment Group, LLC" contract was 
fraudulently altered by defendants by adding the name Kathy Tiong above "Royal 
Investment Group, but leaving the alteration undated. These series of actions closely 
resembled the defendants' prior pattern of deceit in the 1812 North Capitol St. 
contract iyaud by deceptively altering purchase contracts in furtherance of the 
collective goal of defrauding plaintiff torn his business properties and hosm 

122, On October 15, 2004, the United States bankruptcy Court heard a Motion 
filed by Mahaffey through defendant Meads' lawyer to sell plaintiff's home at the 
lower $745,000 offer to "Royal Investment Group, LLC". Plaintiff presented evidence 
of his $761,000 contract offer with unconditional financing* After hearing both sides, 
Jtjdge Paul Mannis Denied the Mahaffey/Mead motion to sell the home to "Royal 
Investment Group, LLC" and stated his unequivocal view that the highest offer 
(plaintiffs) should prevail, subject to Mahaffey filing an underlying Adversary 
Proceeding in defendant Meads 7 Bankruptcy case. From October 15> 2004 through 
June 22, 2005, Mahaffey refused to file the Adversary Proceeding to avoid both the 
scrutiny of the United States bankruptcy Court and the exposure to their conspiracy 
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WHEREFORE: Plaintiff demands judgment against defendants 7 Mahaff ey, Shahram 
Roudi, Chao Chen, Kathleen Sheeran, Weichert Realtors, "Royal Investment Group, 
LLC Michael Jagoda/Parcorp Services Ltd, , Nasser Shahparast, Timothy Crowley, 
Remax Realtors, Kathy Tiong and Yona Mead in connection with this Count in the 
amount of $2,000,000 each for compensatory damages and $150,000 each for punitive 
damages, together with reasonable attorneys fees, costs, and such other relief as this 
Court deems proper. 

COUNT TWO 
INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OP EMOTIONAL DISTRESS 

123. Plaintiff repeats and alleges each allegation contained in this complaint 
as if specifically set forth herein, 

124. Defendants 7 acts as alleged constituted extreme and outrageous conduct. 
125- Defendants' acts as alleged herein were undertaken intentionally, 

tnaliciously, beyond the bounds of all decency and with reckless disregard for both 
the trnth and consequences of their actions, i f e*, irreparable Injury to plaintiff and to 
his minor child/ especially since the defendants' knew about all the years and 
importance that plaintiff had devoted to providing a stable, secure and loving family 
life to Ms minor child in the absence of the mother, 

126, Defendants' had knowledge that their acts would cause plaintiff and the 
minor child to suffer severe emotional distress, mental suffering and anguish and 
defendants acted with malice with and intent to cause the severe emotional distress, 
suffering and anguish tihat resulted Jorra their actions. 

127. As a result of defendants outrageous conduct plaintiff and his minor 
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child have suffered damages, including severe emotional distress, extreme mental 

suffering and mental anguish, the full extent of which are not yet known but which in 

fact resulted from the malicious acts and wrongful schemes of the defendants. 

WHERBFOR1: Plaintiff demands judgment against defendants' Mahaffey, Shahram 

Roudi, Chao Chen, Kathleen Sheeran, Weichert Realtors, "Royal Investment Group, 

LLC Michael Jagoda/Parcorp Services, Ltd, Nasser Shahparast, Timothy Crowley, 

Remax Realtors, Kathy Tiong and Yona Mead in connection with this Count in the 

amount of $2,000,000 each for compensatory damages mid $150,000 each for punitive 

damages, together with reasonable attorneys fees, costs, and such other relief as this 

Court deems proper. 

COUNT THREE 
VIOLATIONS OF 42 U.S.C SECTIONS 1985 

128. Plaintiff repeats and aEeges each allegation contained in this complaint 
as if specifically set forth herein, 

129. The Female-head of the families at 1812 North Capitol Street and 5004 
Broo&s Street, specifically Affiants Penise McRae and Nattonnia Ross in this action, 
are members of a protected class, and defendant Shahram Roudi exhibited and had a 
class-based animus against women in general, and the Affiants specifically who are 
female, these female-head of families best interests 7 were served well by plaintiff in 
providing their families with decent, secure and stable housing in which to raise their 
children* Defendant Roudi caused irreparable harm to Affiants and their families. 

130. After conspirators Mahaffey, Roudi and Chen acted to prevent the sale 
of the 181244 Nortfe Capitol S&eet to plaintiff, the defendants continued their wrong 

doing by attempting to prevent Affiants Denise McRae and Nattonnia Ross and other 
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female-head of families to purchase their homes because of their class-based animus. 

131. From December 15, 2002 through September 2003/ after Affiant Denise 
McRae and the female tenants at 1812 North Capitol Street had organised to purchase 
their building, conspirators Mahaff ey, Roudi, Mead and Chen knowingly and 
repeatedly intimidated the tenants with verbal abuse and illegal visits to their homes 
to discourage and defeat the tenants legal Right to purchase their building. 

132. From September 19, 2002 through August 29, 2003, defendants 7 
Mahaffey, Chen and Roudi knowingly and willfully employed a series of delay tactics 
against Affiant Denise McRae to purchase thel812 North Capitol St. property as 

f oEows: (1) after Mahaffey executed the Rondi/Chen contract on September 19, 2002, 
the tenants did not receive the required ten (10) notice until November 3, 2002, forty- 
five (45) days after the contract was executed; (2) feom December 15, 2002 to April 17, 
2003, Mahaffey ignored the tenants notice of intent to purchase their building, 

133. From April 28, 2003 through April 2004, Mahaffey, Roudi and Chen 
knowingly and repeatedly conspired and did so obstruct and delay the tenants Right 
to purchase by; (1) refusing to execute the tenant contract until August 29, 2003, using 
false excuses by Mahaffey in seeking legal advice when she in fact is a licensed lawyer 
in the District; at multiple other times Mahaffey nsed her legal acumen to discourage 
and defeat the execution of the contract; (2) from January 2003 through January 2004, 
Mahaffey foiled the tenants purchase by reteing to renovate the three (25%) vacant 
units, making it impossible to obtain the purchase financing to buy their building. 

134 firom December 2002 though May 2003, defendants' Mahaftey and 

Rondi knowingly and m^idmrnlj forced female Affiant Nattonnla Ross and her 

family to abandon her home at 5004 Brooks St. through the use of systematic, 
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outrageous and Illegal behavior to the severe detriment of the Ross family. 

135- Defendants and each of them conspired in their actions at the Brooks St. 

property because; (1) they did not want female Affiant Nattonnia Ross to purchase her 

home and (2) they knew they couldn't sell the home while Nattonnia Ross and her 

family lived there under a valid lease, rendering defendants unable to collect their fees 

136. Defendants Mahaf fey, Chao Chen, Shahram Roudi and each of them 
conspired and did so conspire for the purpose of for depriving the Affiants' Denise 
McRae and Nattonnia Ross of the equal protection of laws, and Affiants Denise 
McRae and Nattonnia Ross were injured by acts done in furtherance of the conspiracy 
and f mud and the attainment of each of the defendants' ultimate goals. 

WHEREFORE: Plaintiff demands judgment against each defendants' Mahaf f ey, 
Roudi, Chen and Mead in connection with this Count in the amount of $2,000,000 
each for compensatory damages and $150,000 each for punitive damages, together 
with reasonable attorney fees, costs, and such other relief as this Court deems proper. 

COUNT FOUR 

VIOLATIONS OF DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA HUMAN RIGHTS ACT 1 D.C 

CODE SECTION 1-2501 ET SEQ. 

137. Plaintiff repeats and alleges each allegation contained m this complaint 
as if specif ically set forth herein, 

138. Affiants Denise McRae and Nattonnia Ross are African-Americans and 
members of a protected dass/ and defendants Mahaffey, Roudi and Chen exhibited 
and had a r#ce4>ased animus against AjfecariHAjnericans in generaj and with Affiants 
t>enise McRae md Nattonnk Ross in particular, whose faraly interest were served 
by plaintiff providing decent, safe, secure and stable homes to raise their children. 
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furtherance of their conspiracy to prevent African-Americans' Denise McRae and 
Nattortnia Ross to purchase their homes at 1812 North Capitol and 5004 Brooks St. 

140, From December 15, 2002 through September 2003, after Affiant Denise 
McRae and the female tenants at 1812 North Capitol Street had organized to purchase 
their building, conspirators Mahaffey, Roudi, Mead and Chen knowingly and 
repeatedly mtimidated the tenants with verbal abuse and illegal visits to their homes 
to discourage and defeat fee tenants legal Right to purchase their building. 

141, From September 19, 2002 through August 29, 2003, defendants 7 
Mahaffey, Chen and Roudi knowingly and willfully employed a series of delay tactics 
against Affiant Denise McRae to purchase fhel812 North Capitol St, property as 
follows: (1) after Mahaffey executed the Roudi/Chen contract on September 19, 2002, 
the tenants did not receive the required ten {10) notice until November 3, 2002, forty- 
five (45) days after the contract was executed; (2) from December 15, 2002 to April 17, 
2003, Mahaffey ignored the tenants notice of intent to purchase their bufldrng, 

142, From April 28, 2003 through April 2004, Mahaffey, Roudi and Chen 
knowingly and repeatedly conspired and did so obstruct and delay the tenants Right 
to purchase by; (1) refusing to execute the tenant contract until August 29, 2003, using 
false excuses by Mahaffey in seeking legal advice when she in fact is a licensed lawyer 
ft the District; at multiple other toes Mahaffey used her legal acumen to discourage 
and defeat the execution of the contract; (2) from January 2003 through January 2fJ04, 
Mahaffey foiled the tenants purchase by refusing to renovate the three (25%) vacant 
units, making it impossible to obtain the purchase financing to buy their building, 

143, From December 2002 though May 2003, defendants Mahaffey and Roudi 
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African- American Nattonnia Ross and her family from their home through 
intimidation and raced-based actions to the severe detriment of the family. 

144. Defendants and each of them conspired in their actions at the Brooks St. 
property because (1) they did not want Affiant Nattonnia Ross, the female African- 
American family to purchase her home and, (2) because they couldn't sell the home 
while Affiant Nattonnia Ross and her family lived their under a valid lease, 

145. Defendants Mahaff ey, Chao Chen, Shahram Roudi and Mead conspired 
to and did so conspire by engaging in acts of discrimination for the purpose of 
depriving Affiants' Denise McRae and her family, the African-American tenants and 
their families at 1812 North Capitol St., and Nattonnia Ross and her family of the 
equal protection of laws, and Affiants Derdse McRae and Nattonnia Ross and their 
families were injured by acts done in furtherance of the conspiracy and fraud and title 
attainment of each of the defendants' ultimate goals. 

WHEREFORE: Plaintiff demands judgment against defendants' Mahaff ey, Shahram 

Roudi, Chao Chen and Mead in connection with this Count in the amount of 

$2,000,000 each for compensatory damages and $150,000 each for punitive damages, 

together with reasonable attorneys' fees, costs, and such other relief as mis Court 

deems proper. 

COUNT FIVE 
DECLARATORY RELIEF 

146. Plaintiff repeats and realleges each allegation contained in mis 
complamt as if specifically set form herein. 
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Court, #02-12644, the Honorable Judge Mannis' Denied the sale of the 8204 Moorland 
Lane, Bethesda, Md, home to defendants "Royal Investment Group, LLC"/ Kathy 
Tiong, subject to defendant Mahaffey filing an underlying Adversary Proceeding. 

148. Defendants' Mure to act from October 15, 2004 hearing through June 
22, 2005 by filing the Adversary Proceeding in accordance with the November 9, 2004 
constitutes an acknowledgement by defendants' Mahaffey, Mead, "Royal Investment 
Group, LLC" and Kathy Tiong that their contract for $745,000 was fraudulent in the 
execution and inferior in value to plaintiffs' $761,000 unconditional financing contract, 

149. Plaintiff filed the underlying Adversary Proceeding case # 05-01314 on 
June 22, 2005 to bring the fraudulent defendants' contract from dartoess into light and 
the scrutiny of the United States Bankruptcy Court, after defendants for six (6) months 
failed to do the same in accordance with the November 9, 2004 Order. 

150. Defendant Meads' calculated dismissal of her Chapter 11 case in the 
United States Bankruptcy Court, #02-12644 on July 12, 2005, which in turn caused the 
plaintiffs underlying Adversary Proceeding to be moot, is further evidence of co- 
defendants' concerted actions and contrivances to prevent a just and fair sale of the 
82CM Moorland Lane home to the plaintiff. 

151 . A case of actual controversy exists between the parties pursuant to the 
Federal Declaratory Judgment Act, 28 U.S.C Sections 2201 and 2202 and Rule 57 of 
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and that absent a Declaratory Judgment from 
this Court, plaintiff wHl continue to be adversely affected by co-defendants actions, 

WHBKEFORE; plaintiff prays that this Court enter a Declaratory Judgment providing 

for the following relief: 
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(1) Based on Count I, Order and Declare Null and Void the fraudulently 
induced and executed contract among defendants' Mahaffey, "Royal Investment 
Group, LLC and Kathy Tiong based on Counts One and Two and on the facts 
submitted in this Complaint; 

(2) Based on Count I, Order and Uphold Judge Mannis' November 9, 2004 
Order in the US. Bankruptcy Court denying the $745,000 sale of the 8204 Moorland 
Lane, Bethesda, Md. home to defendants "Royal Investment Group, LLC" and Kathy 
Tiong based on Counts One and Two and on the facte submitted in this Complaint; 

(3) Based on Count V, Order and Declare plaintiffs' $761,000 offer dated 
August 27, 2004 the highest and best lawful offer for the purchase of the 8204 
Moorland Lane, Bethesda, Md, home in accordance with the October 15, 2004 hearing 
in the U,S. Bankruptcy Court and Judge Mannis' November 9, 2004 Order in the VS. 
Bankruptcy Court based on Counts One and Two and on the facte submitted in this 
Complaint; 

(4) Based on Count V, Order that the proceeds of sale of 8204 Moorland 
Lane, Befhesda^ MdL home to plaintiff be applied to the residual assets of the jointly- 
held marital properties and that the escrow account maintained by Mahaffey proceed 
to the Circuit Court appointed auditor to divide the jointly-held assets equally in 
accordance with Circuit Court Order dated march 7, 2002; 

(5) Grant such other and further reEef as may be just and proper, 

WITOBFORl: Plaintiff demands judgment against defendants' Mahaffey, Shahram 
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LLC Michael Jagoda/Parcorp Services Ltd, Nasser Shahparast, Timothy Crowley of 
Remax Realtors, Kathy Tiong and Yona Mead in connection with this Count in the 
amount of $2,000,000 each for compensatory damages and $150,000 each for punitive 
damages, together with reasonable attorneys fees, costs, and such other relief as this 
Court deems proper. 

TURY DEMAND 

Plaintiff demands trial by jury on all counts and on all issues in this Complaint. 



i submitted, 




David Mead, Pro Be 
8204 Moorland Lane 
Bethesda, Maryland, 20817 

Respectfully submitted, 

jejhise McRae 

1$12 North Capitol Street N.W., #3 

Washington, D.C 20001 
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